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Negotiating With the Russians

Henry A. Kissinger

We Need Star Wars

In a few days the U.S. and Soviet negotiating teams 8 By the end of the century several Third World
on arms control will reassemble in Geneva for their last countries will have acquired nuclear weapons. Some will
session before the Reagan-Gorbachev  summit in thereby acquire a vast capacity fo.r'blackmanl beca_use
November. It is predictable that anxiety among the they could make the threat of suicide more plausible
democracies to show progress will mount as the date ap- than the superpowers. . _ ]
proaches, And it is certain that the Soviet Union will The Soviets clearly have an interest in perpetuating
seek to exploit this mood to give impetus to its cam- the nuclear status quo because even if nuclear weapons
Paign to wreck the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)— should turn out to be no more useful to them than to the
gﬁ:&ﬁ&fﬂn&ﬁg o0 Bian to provide 4 defense democracies, they have large conventional forces and a

How the administration handles its own initiative as it population largely ignorant of the consequences of nul;
Moves toward the summit involves one of the seminal clear war. But historians of the future may reflect wit
decisions of the decade., amazement why in an age of cataclysmlc destructive-

The crucial first step in that decision is the elabora- ness and nuclear proliferation so many u}\1 the West ctgn-_
tion of a policy on defense and arms control that reflects s;dg)rti? vtll:ﬁ1 :::bitlciwt;ecunty to reside in the perPetua ion
the revolutionary changes in weapons technolo , re- 0 . e TP
duces the reliange on nﬁclear wea;?c())ns and respogriis to The administration has responded tohthe 5"“‘*?('10‘1 b()j’
the global yearning to banish nuclear apocalypse. elaborating a distinction between researc on one ilte arl]1 1

The policy on which Western defense has been built testing and deployment on the other. Even its mos Ollgh
throughout the postwar period—the equating of se- sounding statements are limited tQUC%‘;tmulzg ;?:::fie:
curity with the threat of massive nuclear devastation— Deployment decisions, it avers, wi . mac de b I an
is clearly losing relevance. The specter of apocalyptic search is completed, probably by another Pl'eSlwﬁil . tntakg
casualties deprives the threat of action of credibility. In event, the administration argues, deployment ! t{‘O i
those circumstances, democratic publics will sooner or place without consultation with allies and'ﬂegotl‘?nll?g t"m
later retreat to pacifism and unilateral disarmament. the Soviets. In Geneva, it has refused to dlsF“SSth " 1?1“:

Yet the Soviet strategy to stigmatize efforts to devise ?n stietp,loymer;z ;fa :ilfrfgnswe weapons, arguing that suc

thilisti i i imitation is p . _

iiisgr"e‘l'.'sficnfdi‘i'ﬂi"ﬁ;‘ﬁﬂéﬁ“ﬁl{c? a%ﬁafocrﬁdg?::f As a result the administration seems in the process %f
complished in two ways: F irst, by making the West under- being dnven' by Soviet propaganda, allied hesnltlaegonsbaq d
stand that if the Soviet firestorm of protest against the its own aml?w;‘a‘lence towarq’what has been ca ] a h35'°
Strategic Defense Initiative succeeds it will doom both bargain. This “compromise calls .f_og' reducing launc erﬁ
serious defense policy and serious arms control. And sec- by some 25 percent, pursuing missile defense ;esf{‘Bf;d
ond, by negotiations that do not abdicate American goals in rﬂthtout testing or deployment and reaffirming the

favor of what the Soviets have declared acceptable, reaty. . - . :

Strategic defense is the only new idea thgt points away suc]\ a compromise would elicit an almost audible sigh of
from the excessive reliance on nuclear weapons which relief in the West. The eventual Soviet ag‘reeme'ntitzgonl-
threatens strategy with paralysis and arms control with tmued.rese.arch‘ on dg(ensg would be hadestl—fut\ f: a:
triviality. With present arsenais, no agreement that limits ready is hailed in anticipation—as a huge Soviet conces

i i sion, o )

:)}fge::x ;ﬂﬁiﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁfﬁtﬁgxgs can be better ‘ quever, there is no salvation in a self-delusxtgn that

® All efforts to induce the Soviets to reduce or limit identifies progress on arms control with perpetuating un-
multiple warheads while defenses were dormant have sustainable dilemmas. Soviet permission is not mi}v flf'
proved in vain. As a result, the number of nuclear war- quired to conduct research. The ABM tl;ﬁﬁtydspe(t: ica };
heads accumulated in the arsenals of the superpowers is allows for it, and the Soviets have taken f a Val;l age ulod
so large, the reliability and accuracy so great and the this provision. [n any event, proscription o rﬁsearc wo! y
number needed for massive destruction so small that no be unverifiable. Nor does the ABM treaty ?Ll;_lfs;";g Ot
foreseeable reduction (even 50 percent) can in the ab- earthbound technology; what it does proscnbe—at leas
sence of defenses affect either the capability of preva-
lent nuclear strategy or the psychological equation re- by implication—is testing in space, where the U.S, advan-
sulting from it. tage lies,

® Multiple warheads create a vast disproportion be-
tween the number of launchers and the total offensive
threat. Since each individual missile launcher can carry
15 or more warheads, a first strike wiil always offer a
tempting advantage, Reducing the number of launchers
while multiple warheads exist does not reduce this risk;
paradoxically, at some levels of reduction it may make it
worse because the ratio of warheads to launchers will MH
remain constant, o

As for the proposed weapons reductions, they would
have only marginal, if any, significance. They would not re-
duce—indeed they would tend to enshrine—the Soviet ca-
pacity for civilian devastation or even a first disarming
strike,
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The projected compromise would no doubt be sold with
the argument that permitting research preserves all op-
tions for the future. In fact, far from co-opting the critics, it
will give them another means to destroy SDL. In the after-
math of an agreed limitation of offensive weapons—how-
ever strategically meaningless—congressional opponents
will mobilize in the name of arms control to thwart a major
research program—especially into space-based weapons.
Even if this effort should fail, making strategic defense
conditional on some future negotiation will destroy SDI.
Having frozen an advantageous relationship, the Soviets
will not agree in a few years to what they reject now. To
deploy defenses, a future president would have to jeopard-
ize an agreement that, by then, would appear sacrosanct to
the allies, and do so over the objections of many American
intellectual leaders and in the face of a vicious campaign by
the Soviets,

In faimess, the administration is being driven to these
expedients as a tactic to rescue SDI from its implacable
opponents, But on issues of principle, the democratic pro-
cess requires a clear articulation and resolution of the
deeper issues involved,

Ironically the projected outcome would not only perpet-
uate a nihilistic nuclear strategy, it would leave the democ-
racies highly vulnerable to a Soviet breakthrough in strate-
gic defense. The Soviets are assaulting only space-based
defenses, on which they lag technologically, all the while
conducting major research and testing on traditional,
earth-based defenses. And they have ignored specific pro-
hibitions of the ABM treaty when it served their strategic
purposes; the new radar at Krasnoyarsk is a clear viola-
tion. Thus the proposed basic bargain combines the disad-
vantage of every course: it will slow down American re-
search and channel it into the least promising technology.
It will nurture euphoria without ending the prospect that
some Soviet breakthrough will suddenly be deployed, per-
haps even in space. It will not significantly ease the offen-
sive threat.

The administration has an opportunity to bring about a
historic change in strategic relationships and vastly reduce
the threat of a nuclear apocalypse. To safeguard-its oppor-
tunity the administration must abandon its distinction be-
tween research and deployment. It should state explicitly
thatitwinnotacceptabanonmissiledelembmﬂmit
will negotiate the scope and nature of strategic defense si-
multaneously and in relation to agreed levels of offensive
forces. The United States should put forward a policy that
links a dramatic reduction of offensive capabilities to a lim-
ited buildup of defensive forces, Specifically:

(1) Both sides would agree to eliminate multiple-war-
head missiles over an agreed period, say 10 years. (Or at a
mini;num confine them to a small number of, say, 100 or
less,

(b) The number of launchers on both sides would be re-
duced to less than 1,000, including long-range bombers.
These two provisions would bring about a reduction in nu-
clear warheads of close to 90 percent,

(¢) Both sides would agree that strategic defense could
be phased in over the same 10-year period but confined to
the following objectives: (1) protection of the ptaliat
force (i.e.,, ICBM and bomber bases); (2) a defensé of
population against limited attacks and accidental launches
by a superpower as well as attacks by third nucléar coun-
tries. Each side would be free to choose the mode of de-
ployment—whether on land, in space or both—provided it
stayed within these limits, ' )

(d) The ABM treaty would be modified as ptovided in
its review procedures.

Such an agreement would dramatically reverse the ac-
cumulation of nuclear warheads, Thenylevel of defe:e

* would be geared to—and therefore limited by—a

declining level of offense. It would redyce ifity
of nuclear blackmail, If only an all-out attad(n:nmpmemte

_defenses and if a strategic defense makes it uncertain what
weapons will get through, rational incent; nuclear
war will diminish, fives for

Obviously if the Soviets persisted in refusing, i

States would have no choice except wmam
fense unilaterally based on the two criteria oytlined above,

Such an approach would require a revolutionary change
of the prevailing defense policy, Over the 10-year period
under discussion, conventiona forces would have to be
given dominant emphasis—a decision which in any event
vydllgeunposedonusbytedlmbgy.Sta ip con-
sists in large part of foreseeing and managing the inevita-
bl(:,’.all;ga_ilure to do so guarantees strategic and diplomatic
paralysis,

It will be argued thattheSovietswiﬂneveraccept i
policy. But over the years the Soviets have reversed m;ln“;
positions previously declared as i table. The democra-
Cles cannot guarantee responsible Soviet conduct. They do
have tz;,n obligfl%ion to chart a responsible course of their
own that sacrifices propaganda to the rtunity
genuine reduction in the nuclear threat. owpo for a
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